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What eveht chbisttiah otjght to know 

AND DO. 

TO TH* EDITOB OF ifcir CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Sm, — ^I sent a few days ago to each of two Roman 
Catbolio friends of mine (laymen) a saggestion relative 
to the Boman Catholic tract on morals, which has long 
&id 80 enormous a circnlation under the sanction ot 
Archbishop Cullen. 

In the last edition of it some of the most objectionable 
fiarts are omitted, and I expressed my satisfaction that 
they had been ; bat I remonstrated against the silence with 
which this change has been made, which leaves many 
tboBsands and tens of thousands, who have been pnr- 
•liasers of the former editions, ignorant that any material 
ckauge has been made, and, consequently, exposed to the 
noxious effects of the doctrine which has been set before 
them by anthority. No retractation has been made or 
wamiug supplied to guard them against the very lax 
morality they have been taught. And I suggested that 
if several candid and intelligent and pure-minded Roman 
Catholics wonld come forward to remonstrate they might 
ttring about a remedy for the evil. 

I remarked that I am not a person to delight in exposing 
and exulting over the faults of those of another Church, 
but that I would rather see them remove for themselves a 
stain and a scandal to that Church. 

As things stand, I remarked, one of the Mnssnimen 
matiaeers in India, if he held in his hand the former 
editions of that tract, might urge, not unreasonably, " If 
this is Christianity, Christians ought to be hunted down 
like noxious wild beasts, and every effort made to substi- 
tute for their immoral system the purer doctrines of the 
Koran." 

One of the persons I addressed, a gentleman whom I 
have lone known as himself of unblemished integrity, ex- 
pressed his strong disapprobation of the tract, but 
lamented the inability he felt to interfere with any pros- 
pect of success. 

The other sent me a vindication of the tract, and has 
allowed me to offer it to yon for publication. 

I feel confident you will give it a place in the Catholic 
ZiATKAN, on the principle you have always acted on, of 
bearing both sides. Strictures on that tract have appeared 
in your columns, and it is but fair that you should put 
before your readers the defence of it, together with any 
remarks thereon which you may think tit to subjoin. 

I remain, &c., D, 

The following is the enclosed vindication : — 

• * * • I had seen before the tract which 
TOO enclosed, and had discussed portions of it both with 
Protestants and with Catholics. In conversation with the 
Utter, I hare freely expressed my opinion that certain 
passages in the first edition were likely to do harm among 
the class of persons for whom the tract was intended. I 
did not, however, say (for I did not feel competent to 
judge) that the casuistry contained in these passages was 
erroneous, or per s« objectionable — that was a matter 1 
left to casuists ; but I did say, and strongly feel, that such 
passages were, at any rate, likely to be mi-junderstood ; and 
that considerations which might be most useful fur the 
goidance of confessors, might be most unfit to be brought 
prominently under the notice of penitents. I have reason 
M believe that it was on some such view as this that the 
aJterations and omissions in the second edition, which you 
have referred to, were made — not, be it observed, becattse 
they were erroneous, but becaose it was feared they might 
be misunderstood. If this were so, surely there would be 
no ground for attributing underhand or disingenuous eon- 
duct to those concerned in withdrawing these pa-ssages. 
It was done, you say, "silently" and ".secretly;" but if 
joa turn to the title-page of the second edition, you will 
find that there is little attempt at concealment after ail. 
The words, " A new edition, revised," appear on that title- 
page. Bevision certainly implies cither alteration or 
omission, or both. The title-page, therefore, announces 
exactly what has been done. But you appear to think 
that the alterations ought to have been announced and 
explained in a preface. If they consisted in the correction 
•f " admitted errors," they certainly ought ; but if they 
were made for the reasons I have supposed, there was no 
euch necessity. The author does not prefix any preface 
or notice of any kind to cither edition ; he seems to have 
wished to keep his own personality entirely in the back- 
ground. 

Here I might stop ; bat the real point at issue still re- 
inains behio4. Protestants say that there are ceri^aiu 
directions and distinctions in this tract, which are plainly 
immoral and revolting to the natural conscience. Well, 
then, I win come at once to the passage at p.nge 27, which 
is, perhaps, the most ituestionable in the tract, and has 
hMO omitted in the second edition. That its omission 
was right I have no doubt, and I rejoice at it, because the 
tract was likely to fall into the haoda of many persons 
plaeed in the precise circumstances of temptation alluded 
ta; mho, ij'disposed 10 he dishonest, mightplausibly shelter 
themselves under the words of this passage. But that 
the doctrine laid down might not be oaefol to confessors, 
or that it is immoral in itself, is by no means clear. The 
passage runs, " It is a sin to mix something with what 
yon sell ; e.g., water with any Ut^or, except there is a 



comrnon custom of doing it, and ft is tieaesBsry m order 
to gain a reasonable profit.'' Jhose who object to this 
passage would maintain, I suppose, that to " mix some- 
thing with what you seU" is always a sin. If so, it is a 
sin which is terribly common, and which the Gnsrlitih 
trading community seems to be more deeply infected with 
(to judge from the disclosures of the Adulteration Com- 
mittee of the Honse of Oommens) than the same clat^.i in 
any other nation in the world. If, therefore. Protestant- 
ism holds a high doctrine in the matter, it seems tliat it 
cannot prevent a low practice. Now, let us suppose a 
Catholic dealer in milk in London to be surrounded by 
Protestant deaIeK, and to find (as he certainly m%ht find) 
that, owing to excessive competition and the consequent 
low scale of profits, all his fellow-dealers found or fancied 
themselves compelled to add water to their milk, in order 
to secure a " reasonable profit." The Catholic dealer feels 
the diSienlty, and consults his confessor on the subject. 
If bis confessor takes the rigid view, he will tell him that 
he cannot add water to his milk without being guilty of 
sin. In which case one of two things will happen— either 
the man, though believing the practice to be sinful, will 
yet give in to it for the sake of a livelihood (in which case 
his heart and conscience would become hardened and de- 
praved), or he will give up that line of life altogether, and 
bring ruin on himself and his family. Is it so very clear 
that the confessor would be right? On the other hand, 
suppose him to say this, "If it is, indeed, the common 
custom of the trade, and if without resorting to it you 
could not gain treasonable profit'' (i.e., of course, a profit 
enabling a man not to get rich, but to maintain himself 
and those dependant on him) ; " if yon tell no lie about it, 
but should yon be taxed with doing so, admit it ; and if, 
finally, you give up the practice the moment yon see the 
possibility of making a fair profit without it, you will 
commit no sin by conforming to the general custom of the 
trade." Is it so very clear that in speaking thus the con- 
fessor would be vrrong ? But it will be said all this is 
casuistry. Of course it is ; and is all casuistry useless 
or pernicious ? It has not been always thought so in 
the Church of England ; for Jeremy Taylor wrote a long 
manual of casuistry — the Ductor dubitantinm. 

The innumerable questions that lie in the debateable 
border land of morals cannot, I fancy, be satisfactorily 
settled in the off-hand way which those who do not look 
into the real condition and circumstances of each case 
imagine possible. 

I have entered at length into this one case, because I 
wished to show, not that the casuistry applied to it at 
page 27 is right — for that is a point on which I am not 
called upon to decide — but that it was perfectly possible 
that those who withdrew this pass;ige (togetiier with 
others to which analogous reasoning may be applied) 
did so from some motive of prudence or expediency ; not 
because they thought them erroneous. If so, they have 
not acted dishonestly in prefixing to the second edition 
no explanation respecting the omissions. Whence it 
follows that individual Catholic laymen arc not bound to 
remonstrate against the non-appearance of such explana- 
tion, especially if they have good reason to know, as I 
have, that the actual motive which led to the omissions 
was such an one as I have suppo.^ed. • » ■" • 

I wish to say, in conclusion, that even in the second 
edition there are one or two directions which I should 
like to see withdrawn ; not, as I said before, because I 
think them indefensible in themselves, or out of place in 
a manual for confessors, but because they seem to me 
likely to be misapplied by those for whom the tract is 
intended. 

[We beg to oflfer our best acknowledgment* to the cor- 
respondent to whom we are indebted for the above com- 
munication, and who has, at tiie same time, enclosed us 
underlined copies of both editions of " What every Chris- 
tian must know and do.'' We have been thus led to com- 
pare carefully, the two editions, and thinking the results 
of the comparison may interest some of our readers, we 
devote a separate article to the subject. (See Supra, p. 49.) 
We, therefore, think it necessary here only to reply briefly 
to the defence of that tract now sent us for publication. 

The writer endeavours to defend the doctrine of Roman 
Catholic moralists by a counter attack upon Protestant 
practice. He tells ns that if Liguori and Father Kumiss 
teach that it is lawful for a trader to adulterate the articles 
in which ha deals, there are at least many Protestants 
who do the thing, whether their religious guides think it 
lawful or not ; and be gives us to understand that there is 
no use in our teachmg high doctrine, if it does not prevent 
a low practice. 

We must own that it is a lamentable fact that, on the 
whole, the lives of Christians are much below their theory. 
But this is anfortimately true of every denomination ol 
Christians, and Boman Catholics are certainly no excep- 
tions to this rule. Though Liguori does not prescribe, a 
very high standard of morality, his standard is very far 
above that which they generally attain to. It is to the 
advantage of Koman Catholics that we should judge of 
ifheir morality, riither by the teaching, even of Liguori, 
than by the practice of those among them who oueht to 
have been patterns c^ virtus — ^than if, for example, we 
were to judge of their punty by the life of Pipe Alex- 
ander VI., or^f their notions of conjugal fideEiy by 
the practice or princes so zealous for their religion as 



Eonis X tV. or Jamm If. Well, then, if meTfspntc6ix i» 
sure to fidl below their theory, this is a reason, not for 
lowering the standard of our moral teaching, but for 
keeping it high. The rules of morality must not be re- 
laxed because of the shortcomings of individuals. The 
very way to improve men's practice is to try to get them 
to aim at some higher suuidard than any they bare yst 
come up to. We may venture to hope for a man's je- 
eovery from sin as long as bis conscience tells bim that 
what he has been doing is wrong, since he may thereby be 
led to struggle against the vices that have hitherto over- 
come him. But if his religious guides, instead of striving 
to r:iii>e his practice to the level of Christian morality, 
depress tli. ir rules of morality to the level of his: prac- 
tice ; if they give bim the agreeaUe information that the 
things which he has feared were sins are really iunocent, 
and may be indulged in with safety, who can then ex- 
pect that he should strive against sins which he is toid 
he need not forsake. Nay, as men's praciice is almost 
always worse than their theory, the chances are that he 
will soon sink still lower than before, and that his code of 
morals will soon require some additional relaxation. 

We wonder it did not strike this apologist for Father 
Fumiss how humiliating it was to his Church to repre- 
sent the standard of the moral teaching of Koman Catho- 
lic divines as regulated by the practice of the worst sort of 
Protestants. But we have, at all events, shown that 
no such Protestant errors in practice can justify any >e- 
laxation of the rules of morality. 'I'he condition is bad 
of the man who does what his conscience coudemns ; but 
still worse of him who has brought his conscience to pal- 
liate or approve the sins which he finds it inconvenient to 
forsake. The mau is to be condemned who does not 
profit by the light which he enjoys : but if the tight that 
is in thee be Uarineas, how great is that darknens.'] 



THE RULE OF CATHOLIC FAITH— WHAT IS Ili 

TO THE EDITOR Ot THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Sir,— Having explained some of the points of what I 
called negative Romanism — that is to say, what a man may 
not believe, and still be orthodox — I will now say a few 
words on what, according to Veron, only is of faith. I 
will dare venture to assert that if the peculiar doctrines 
of the Komish Church, agaiuat which we Protestants 
protest, be brought to the test of Veron's rules, or defi- 
nitions, they, one and all, will be untenable ; arid if we 
are to take his rules as tests of orthodoxy, the most rigid 
Protectant may be the most urlliotlox Koiiiaiiist. 

To ascertain what is to be believed as of Catholic faith, 
Veron lays down the following rules, which I will number 
for convenience : — 

J. " 'I'bttt, and ibat only, is an article of Catholic faith which 
baa biaen reveab-d in tbe wurU ui GuJ, anil prupusHd by thti Cs- 
tiioltc Churcli to all ht^r ciiibtron, h» iK-ce!>»ary to be believed 
witb dlviim faith" — Cap. I, 5 i. p. l.^" linU oj Catholic Faith," 
Edit. lUrmingliam, lK:t;}. 

This rule, he says, "comprises two parts." The One 
" revealed in the Word of Ood," the other " proposed by 
the Catholic Church." 

" A. doctrine invested with these tiro conditions most be be- 
lieved witb divine and Catholic faiih. But it no louger belongs 
to this heavenly deposit if kithi<:b of these coDditioos fail — 
namely, if it be sot revealed [in Scripture] , or has not b^en 
propounded by the Church." — Sec. 2, p. 3. 

In the al»tract, therefore, no Protestant need shirk 
from this text ; for, unless the doctrine proposed by the 
Church is revealed in the Scriptures, he need not sub- 
scribe it. It is true Veron says that — 

" The secoud condition ^re-suppuses tlie lirst ; for as Christ 
promised His Church the assistAoce ot His liuly Spirit to teach 
lier, and lead her into all truth, it is impossible — unless (aa 
they cannot) these promises fail — that this heavenly guided 
Church caa ever propose anything as revealed wbicb has really 
not been so." 

We quite understand the drift of his subtleties; but 
still the rnle may be subscribed, even with this addition, 
since it is nowhere revealed in Scripture that the Ckwrch 
of Rome is the Church of Christ ; nor is it revealed that 
the Holy Spirit is promised peculiarly and specially to 
the Roman Church. But to relieve us from a great iffl- 
cuKy, Yeron takes great credit fur bis Church ia making 
the tbllowing admission : — 

" We are free to declare thit God is the first and raprtme 
Judge, and that Scripture also is njndgc of caalroTarsi«s,*od* 
judge, too, of ifiealer au/ltority than the Churcli, since the Scrip* 
tare oonlaiua the Word of (iod, whilst the Church only speaks 
by llie luoutb of lunn."— Cap. ii., § ivi. 3, p. 145. 

A most safe and wise admission. 

That the Church of Rome cannot err, or, In otbef 
words, is " infallible," is not a question of expressed or 
implied revelation. This is a question of fact. Messrs. 
Kirk and Berrington, in their " Faith of Catbolies," dis- 
tinctly assert that " it is no article of faiih that the 
Church [of Rome] cannot err in mattebs of iact."— 
(pp. 134-5, edit. 1813.) 

The Church of Home may err, therefore, in slleg;ingag a 
fact her own inerrency. What, then, becomes of " JW^o/- 
libililyf' 

Here again Veron comes to the rescue : — 

'■ As the council [of Trent], thoat!» S|.eiikiiiKoriheititk*tity 
of the Church, and of the universal Cburcli ino [uuking adis- 
tinetion between the local Roman Church ami ths akivsnal 
Church of Christ], on questioas vf faith and moHda ahaUios 
from using the word * lufallibility,' every Catholie iaat liberty ta 
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do (be tune. The term ii of itself ezoevdinglj naeftti and sig^ 
Bifioatire, and nuty be need with adrtuttgein the ediools, or in 
popular instraction, or in aermona: (iif it it belttr omilted in all 
eontroveny with Protatanit. The phraae has not been adopted 
bj aoj oonacil, ner is it found in the aacred writings; what 
obligation, then, are we under to emplo; it, espeei&j as it 
faaspena to be considered aa oUeotionable to our adrentiies." 
—Ibid, p. 113. 

While these admisBions remore yetj great difficulties, 
I much doubt whether they will be freely acquiesced in 
hf all classes of priestt. 

II. The next role is equally clear and unobjectionable. 
But what pten^tn doctrine of Borne will stand the test 
of such a rule? 

" No doctrine ia an artiole of Catholic faith which is grounded 
on texta of Scripture which hare been interpreted in varioiui 
senses by the Holj Fathers, or are still differentl; explained bj 
onr best and moat learned modem theologians."— Cap. I, § UL 
8,0.8. 

III. The third rule is equally nnobjectionaUe. 

" We [Romanists] do not admit as an article of Catholic 
ftith any cocaeqaence, howcTer certain, or bowerer logically 
deduced from premises, one of which is of faith and the oUier 
clear by the mere light of reason." — Ibid, § 4, p. 8. 

Under this rule be ftirtber lays it down that *' theo- 
logical conclusions from Scriptural propositions are not 
articles of Catholic faith." — (pp. 9, 10.> In all this we 
heartily concur. But what a wreck would be made of 
the whole system of Bomanism if this rule be adopted. 
Is there one single Bomish doctrine that will bear the 
application of all or any of these tests? 

Let us try a few by these rules. 

Take the doctrine of Purgatory. As Dr. Wiseman 
holds the highest Bomish ecclesiastical office In this 
country, I wUl quote firom his Lectures,* as illustration. 
He says : — 

" I hare more than once commented on the incorrectness of 
that method of arguing which demands that we prove every 
one of our doclrinea individually from tbe Scriptures. I oc- 
cupied myself during the first course of these lectures in de- 
monstrating the Catholic principle of faith, that the Church of 
Christ was constituted by Him the depository of His truths, 
and that although many were recorded in His Holy Word, still 
man; were committed to traditional keeping, and that Christ 
Himself taught in His Church and secured her from error. It 
is on this authority that the Catholic grounds his belief in the 
doctrine of Purgatory ; yet not but that its principle is laid 
itnminiinotly, at least, in the Word cifGod." — Lect. xi., Tol. li., 
p.SS. 

Here, then, we hare Dr. Wiseman coming in collision 
with Bules I. and IIL, it being admitted by bim that 
Purgatory is not revealed in the Word of God, though it 
may be indirectly, as a " theological conclusion." 

Again, not willing to give up scriptural authority for 
this doctrine, he endeavours to connect it with '■'■ praying 
for the dead." The latter doctrine he asserts is proved 
from Scripture : — 

" To examine fully the proofs of this doctrine (Purgatory), it 
is necessary to connect it with another Cadiolic practice of 
praying for tbe dead. For this practice is essentially baaed on 
the belief in Purgatory. I have no hesitation in saying that the 
two doctrines go so completely together, that if we succeed in 
demonstrating the one, the other neceaaarily follows." — ^Ibid, 
pp. 63-4. 

Here he falls foul of Bule HI., a theological " conse- 
quence" or " conclusion," repudiated by Veron. 
. Then, again, to prove that praying for the dead is 
sanctioned by what Dr. Wiseman cidls " the Word of 
God," he quotes the well known passage from 2 Mace, 
zli. 46. Give him the highest ground, the supposed 
canons adopted by the bishops assembled at the Council 
of Carthage, and the alleged list of Innocent I. ; we have, 
on the other hand, a long list of fathers who undoubtedly 
rejected tbe Maccabees from the sacred canon, so that 
we may here fairly confront Dr. Wiseman with Bules I. 
and II. And so again with his next argument founded 
on Matt. xii. 32, he says : — 

" Onr blessed Saviour distinguishes two kinds of sins, and 
calls one a sin against the Holy Ohost. Hereisaapeciesof sin, 
the aggravated nature of which is expressed by its not being 
forgiven in the next world. Should we not, then, conclude that 
some othar sins may be forgiven there 1 \Yhy give this peculiar 
efaaracteristic to one, if no tin ia ever pardoned in the next 
world ? Assuredly, we hare a rigbt to conclude that there ia 
tome remission of Bin there ; and yet it cannot be either in 
Heaven or in tbe place of eternal punishment. We must. 
ther^ort, admit aome other state in which this must be." — Ibid, 
p. 67. 

This other ttate he conchukt to be tbe Popuh Purga- 
tory. 

The only other text cited is from Rev. xxi. 27, and 
Dr. Wiseman's argimient on this text amonnts to this— 
that as impenitent persons cannot go to heaven, and the 
souls of the penitent cannot go to heaven until they are 
cleansed, therefore there must be a purgatory to cleanse 
tbem. 

We at once see that these are only " theological con- 
clusions,'' which, however probable or plausible they may 
appear to Dr. Wiseman, are nevertheless condemned by 
Bule III. 

I cite this one branch of the subject as a sample, ^e 
tests may be carried out where any peculiar doctrine of 
Bomanism may be presented to us for acceptance as 
CathoUc faith. 

The result, therefore, of this investigation it, tbat 
according to Veron we Protestants may one and aU be 

a Uetuies'imTlie Mnsipal Poettinea and rraeOeea of the Catholle 
Chortii. Lenten, UfiU 



orthodox Bomanistt, while boldingourpecnliar Protestant 
views on the great queflCons which apparently divide na. 
Except, however, we aiu<( acknowledge the Boman 
Church to be the " mother and mistress of all Churches,'' 
and "promise and swear true obedience to the Bomaa 
Pontiff."--(§ 15, p. 132). 

This he insists on, thongh not supported by either of his 
rules. Admit this, and, according to Veron, we may 
practically hold our Protestant prejudices on nearly all 
other points. 

I am, sir, your obedient servant, 

liOndon, May, 1858. C. H. Coixette. 

ST, CTPBIAN AND THE CAlHOLIC LAYMAN. 

TO TEE EDITOa Or THE CATHOUC ULllCAR. 

Respected Sib, — While I acknowledge your fitvonr 
in sending me the last number of the Catholic Layman, 
and my own culpableness in using hurtful words under 
any circumstance, I cannot acknowledge that you have 
even attempted to give a reason for still persisting in^ 
saying " that nothing could be more unsafe than to as- 
sume as iddisputable that St. Cyprian was referring to 
St. Peter in the passage in question." For, you have 
not only not hazarded your own opinion, by telling us what 
St. Cyprian did refer to, but you have even shunned 
the verdict of the scholiast, whether Protestant or Bene- 
dictine.* As to Launoy and his jury of 44, the ear- 
liest of them is at least a century too late to give a ver- 
dicton the original sense of the word petram, as used by 
St. Cyprian. On this question, we have only three wit- 
nesses : viz., St. Cyprian and tbe two evangelists ; or 
rather their silent writs: our question being — not 
whether St. Cyprian was or was not referring to Borne ; 
but whether he was referring to St. Peter, and to Matt. 
xvi. 18. 

And if it pleases yon to say that nothing is yet es- 
tablished by our controversy, you ought to have added, 
except one thinff ; and that is, tbe great principle, denied 
by you, and acknowledged by us : viz., the necessity of 
a living judge to decide our disputes— the necessity of 
the living voice of the evangelist' to tell you with words 
of fire what he meant, when citing our Lord's words, 
he wrote — " Thou art Simon, the son of Jona: thou shalt 
be called Cephas, which is interpreted Peter," or a rock ; 
and " on this rock 1 will build my Church." Do we 
need the living evangelist to tell us who is meant here 
by this rock ? or a living Cyprian to tell us, if that 
Church, Which, in one place, he terites is built on a rock, 
is the same with that which, ia numerous other places,* 
he declares, as plain as dumb letters can, to be built on 
Peter.'' 

Is it not, th^n, as clear as mathematical demonstration, 
that St. Cyprian used the words rock and Peter in the 
same sense? And does not he who would hold out 
against this inevitable inference only betray to the 
world how much he dislikes this whole passage ;* and 
verify the adage that a drowning man will catch even at 
a reed? 

But if you are still obstinate, the necessity is yours 
to tell your readers what St. Cyprian does mean by 
petram f Is it, forsooth, that while the Church on Peter 
18 a popish Church ; the Church, together with the chair, 
on the rock, is a something else— an Est— nt? For, 
merely telling us that Bome is not mentioned here, is no 
answer, and will never do. My translation of this pas- 
sage from the Oxford edition stands faithfully given in 
the Catholic Layman.' Do you give yours, and your 
commentary thereon, and leave the rest to the reader. 

And it is equally clear, notwithstanding your hair- 
splitting objections, that St. Cyprian from this building of 
the Church on Peter, understood the Church's dependence 
on Peter, and from thence his spiritual supremacy. 
" Peter," says he, " whom the Lord had chosen to be 
chief." " Peter, in whom He instituted and showed the 
origin of its (the Church's) unity."— Ep. 73. " On one he 
built His Church ; and though He gave equal power to all 
the apostles, yet that He might manifest unity, He ordained 
the origin of this unity to be proceeding from, one, that 
tbe Church might be shown to be one.", (6). Pamelias' 
edition has, " the primacy is given to Peter, &c.," which 
the Bishop of Oxford confesses to be in four of his manu- 
scripts, but I insist only on the Oxford edition. Lastly, 
Borne being the proper see of St. Peter, St- Cyprian calls 
it "the root and malrice of the Catholic Church," the 



" lu the Oxford edition, the word ii Petram ; and the Protestant 
editor. In his note on tbis paatase, says, " Peter is the word, which, 
according to RIgaltini, ii read in the most ancient edition. It is alio 
found tn that most celebrated copy, the Veronese. And there Is no 
doubt tbat Cyprian ia here citlns the evangelist i /or the apirti of Cg- 
prian regtm'et this. Balnze, in the Benedictine, tays, '* 'Tls true what 
Pamelius remartts, that Cyprian, in divers places, repeatedly declares 
tbe Ctaarch to be bnlit on Peter. I questioa not that the Church is 
bailt on Feter ; for I know Cyprian believed It;" Which is pretty 
well for one wlio sometimes talks like a Huguenot in masquerade. 

b John i., 4S, Hat. xvL, 18. 

" *' Peter, to whose guidance Christ en trnsts His sheep, on whom Re 
bulli Uia Church."— Lib. de Dlscip. " Peter, upon whom Christ was 
pleased to build Hb Ctiarch." — Lib. de bono, Ac. *' Peter, on whom 
Christ bad (onnded His Chtech."— Ep. 6S. *' Peter, whom Christ had 
chosen to be chief, and upon whom Us bnlit Hia Church. "—Ep. 7L 
" Upon one He builds Hia Cbarch."^Lib. de Unit " One 1>^tiam, and 
one Holy Qhoat, aad one Chnrch founded by Chiiit on Peter." — Bp. 
70. "The Lord, ordfring the honour of a biabop, and tbe frame of 
tbe Church, sars to Peter, Thou art Peter, and upon tbat rack I 
wl I build my Ctaureb, Ac"— Ep 27, lapds, fte. 

' And never other* ise ; nch as on his IkUh. on Christ, Ac 

• The one in qnestioiL ' 

'Ko.76, p. il. Mid. eelmnn, top s Ub; da nitat ecdes. 



chwr of Peter, and tbe pbiciptl Chprch^ which ia the 
(centre or) origin of eccJeaasflcal nnity.i>" And what 
u tbe diSorence between a prinemol Cisrek, whUh i* the 
centre of eccUsiaitical tou'^, and a Church to which, «■ 
aceotat of it> more potent principality, every Church it 
neceuitattd to converge oi to be united t" ' which ia 
the essence of a spiritual sn^^macy. Ton, or any ob- 
jector, will have to show this distinction, and also to in- 
form lu why an ancient saintl of the ap<»tolic age, 
when writing to the seven Churches, calls toe Boman 
Church "the Chnrch which presides at Bome," applying 
the word pretidct to this Church alone. 

What St. Cyprian thought of tbe Bishop of Bome I 
have already glanced at,^ in nearly bis own wordi ; and 
finding this to be unimpugned by anything yon bring 
from bim, I dwell no more on it. Yon do, indeed, teU 
us that he opposed the Bishop of Bome, and, er^o, did 
not acknowledge his supremacy or primacy ; wbicb ir 
the same as to tell us that St. Cyprian believed the Pope 
could net make a new article of faith, or was not inntl- 
lible, and, ergo, was not the supreme bishop. Answer, 
we believe your ^rst, or your major ; but your Imt, which 
does not logically flow from it, is begging the questioa ; 
and begging tbat which will never be granted, till you 
can persuade two hundred millions of Catholics, who, 
you will allow, hold the supremacy or primacy of tbe 
present pontiff, that they also hold bis infallibility. 

I should not have thus dwelt on this passage (in ques- 
tion) had not you fastened on it so particularly. The 
reason why I put it in the catalogue for St. Peter's pri- 
macy, arose from the dislike which I find you and ouier 
learned Protestants feel for other passages, on acconnt 
of your believing them to be false. I confess I was 
much irritated at the bold idea of putting the authority 
of BO ancient and so great a saint into one scale, and 
that of Launoy, all backed as he is by 44 of them, into 
the other ; and was roused, iinbappily, to vindicate Him 
from every the least suspicion of having held the rock ot 
the Church to be aught else but Peter — not became 
Peter's faith might be a hollow basis, for what is secorez 
than that ; for whose never-failing the Lord Himself had 
prayed ' — but because the evident sense of Malt xvi. 18 
ii that Feter himself was this rock ; and that this was its 
original sense in the first three centuries is indispntaUe, 
since the earliest expositions extant (viz., of Origen, St. 
Cyprian, and TertuUian) on this text, refer it to St. 
Peter, and never to his faith. And there I leave it, with 
only these two remarks : 1st, If the distinnlion'* between 
St. Feter and his faith was ever regarded by the Cbnrcb, 
in the light in which you say yon regard it, why was 
not St. Ambrose, " who first, we believe, suggested"' 
it in the fourth century, or St. Cyprian in the third, 
censured or condemned ; seeing that these ancient di- 
vines, or rather their deiad writings, which is all yon 
Jtnow about them, vary on this subject? We know with 
what jealous care tbe Church of old watched and detected 
the least innovation on what she alone knew to be the 
faith once delivered to the sainti. We know how, from 
the time of Hymeneua and Alexander,* who, for their 
'' suggestions," were first banded over to Satan, tbrotigh 
18 centuries down to the present, she never harbound 
in her communion any of that breed. How, then, did 
Origen, and Cyprian, and Lannoy's 44, and Launoy'* 
self, and Bellarmine a// escape? Canyon answer that? 
2nd]y. It is little matter if " it does so happen that tbe 
distinction is not one started by us, or any other Pro- 
testant,"'' or by whom it was started ; for the starter I 
suspect to be one of those who come at least. 1500 or 
IGOO years too late to give a lesson to the Church, or to 
inform her that " our blessed Lord was speaking figura- 
tively as to her ibundation.'"' 

I am, very respected Sir, 
Tour obedient servant, 

W. Gebaqhtt. 

We are glad to find tbat Dr. Geraghty has virtually 
withdrawn the charges of dishonesty and insincerity 
which he so lightly made against us in bis previous let- 
ter, though we think he ought to have done so in some- 
what more distinct language than by merely admitting 
his own " culpableness in using hurtful words" in that 
letter. We can assure him tbat it was not so much tbe 
particular words he used as the things he charged us 
with that we considered insulting and ofiensive, winding 
up, as he did, with threatening, that if we did not apolo- 
gise or explain, his correspondence must cease. At, 
however, be has condescended to continue his letters, 
though we neither offered any apology for, nor explained 
away anything we had previously said, we must only 
suppose that whatever he may think of tbe soundness of 
our arguments. Dr. G. admits tbe good faith and sincerity 
with which they are brought forward, though, as we 
have already said, we think he might have conveyed his 
apology in language a little more frank and unequivocal. 

Dr. Geraghty thinks that one thing is established by 



a Xp. tS, ad Cornell. 

i Inuueus, lib. liL e. S. The great Calvlnist,Sa]maslna, !■ hia book, 
De Frimat. papn, p. SS, says that the verb (amteniri) here eanoot 
mean to auenUiie ; and that whoaoevtr afflrms the contrary naij 
snows hia ignorance of all antiquity. 

i St. Ignatiui. 

' C. LiTM ta. No. 71, f. i, middls od. 

1 Luke xxiL S2. 

■■ C. Laxxaii, Ma 7<. p. U. 

' Ibid. • L TIa. 1, W. 

> C Lathas, IMd. * IbUL 



